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II-flC^ODUCflON  •  •  • 

Over  the  past  six  years,  some  1500  units  of  221(d)(3) 
moderate  income  housing  have  been  constructed  within 
Boston's  urban  renewal  projects,  another  1300  units  in 
other  parts  of  the  city  and  over  10,000  units  programed 
for  construction  in  the  next  four  or  five  years. 

One  of  the  strongest  influences  on  the  site  design  of 
these  projects  is  the  amount  and  placement  of  surface 
parking.   At  present,  each  development  is  being  constructed 
with  one  parking  space  for  each  dwelling  unit— -a  require- 
ment imposed  by  the  local  FKA  office  no  matter  where  the 
development  is  located  within  the  city  and  without  relation- 
ship to"  zoning  requirements  nor  the  car  ownership  character- 
istics of  the  residents ,  • 

Even  casual  observation  suggests  that  the  number  of  spaces 
b.uilt  ha.ve  been  greatly  in  excess  of  the  number  needed  for 
:.,. every  221(d)  (3)-  development «   Provision- of  parking  has  been 
accomplished  at  a  sacrifice  of  outdoor  recreation,  space, 
landscaping,  and  other  site  amenities.   It  has  raised  the 
total  cost  of  the  development  and  in  some  cases  has  increased 
the  rent  levels. 

It  was  recognized  that  documentation  wou3:d  bs  necessary  if 
•  a  case  was  to  be  made  to  change  the  present  standard  of  one 
parking  space  for  each  dwelling  unit and  that  is  the  pur- 
pose of  this  report.   Our  findings  strongly  support  the 
original  thesis.   No  project  was  found  to  have  much  over  50>3 
of  its  parking  occupied  at  any  one  time.   Changes  are  needed. 
FI-IA  regulations  must  be  made  more  flexible  to  take  into 
account  the  character  of  the  area  in  which  the  projects  are 
being  built. 

In  the  next  one  to  two  years  at  least  300  units  of  scattered 
site  low  income-  public  family  housing  will  be  constructed  in 
urban  renewal  projects  and  as  many  as  a  1000  221(d)(3)  units 
may  be  rent  subsidized'  for  lower  income  families.   It  has  been 
found  that  even  parking  requirements  of  the  Boston  Zoning  Code 
are  excessive  for  the  car  parking  needs  of  lower  income  housing 
development.   Consequently,  this  report  proposes  amendments 
to  the  city's  Zoning  Code  to  allow  for  less  parking  in  both 
221(d)(3)  housing,  rent  subsidized  housing  and  low  income 
family  public  housing. 


The  format  of  the  report  is  as  follows:   •  ■ 

Review  current  national  and  local  parking  standards 

of  PITA  and  the  City  of  Boston  and  the  discrepancies 
between  these  standards „ • 

Analyze  the  car  ov.'nership  characteristics  of  the 

City  of  Boston  and  its  neighborhoods. 

Review  the  effects  that  income' as  well  as  distance 

from  the  center  of  the  city  have  on  car  ov?nership 
characteristics.        .       ■  • 

Survey  the  parking  spaces  that 'have  been  provided 

under  present  local  parking  standards  and  policies, 
and  examine  how  well  these  spaces  are  used, 

Evaluate  the  effects  that  present  standards  and 

•  '-    poli-cies  have  on  the  housing  development,  their 
■■/••     residents  and  their  neighborhoods.""'' 

Review  all  the  arguments  for  and  against  present 

parking  standards,, 

Draw  conclusions  and  present  recommendations  based 

upon  the  findings  of  the  above  six  sections  of  the 
report. 
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PACKING  •  STANDARDS  OF  TBI   NATIONAL  OFFICE  OF   FIIA 


"FHA  has  long  recognized  that  the  intensity 
of  land  use  varies  considerably  in  different 
situations.   And,  as  land  in  this  country 
becomes'  more  scarce,  its  wise  and  proper  use 
5-S  of  rapidly  increasing  importance. 

Many  factors  must  influence  our  decisions  on 

the  intensity  cJ:   land  use Flexible  formulas 

arc  outlined  as  guides  for  the  development  of 
acceptable  residential  land  use  proposals." 

FHA  Land  Planning  Bulletin  No.  7 
•Land  Use  Intensity 


FHA  bases." its  residential  parking  requirements  on  a 
"total  car  ratio"  (TCR)  scale  which  relates  number  of 
parking  spaces  required  to  the  "land  use  intensity  rating" 
of  each  site*   Land  use  intensity  is  a  function  of  floor 
area  r at i o  ( FA i? ) . 

For  example ,  until  recently  a.  residential  development 
with  an  FAR  of  1.0  would  have  been  required  to  have  a  car 
parking  ratio  (TCI?)  of  .  o5  spaces /dwelling  units. 

In  March  1967,  FHA  reduced  its  parking  requirements  to 
not  less  than  50;-?  of  the  Total  Car  Ratio  (TCH)  which  has 
been  required  previously.   Included  in  its  new  rule  was  the 
statement  that  "generally  provision  is  made  for  future 
expansion  of  parking  facilities."  This  new  reduced  standard 
was  established  to  ease  the  unreasonable  burden  that  the 
former  standards  had  imposed  on  developers.   According  to 
these  latest  standards,  FIIA  would  now  only  require  .43 
parking  spaces/dwelling  units  in  a  development  with  an 
FAR  of  1.0. 


II.   PARKING  ST/iNQAI<DS  OF  THE  LOCAL  OFFICE  OF  FHA 

The  Boston  office  of  the  Federal  Housing  Administration 
does  not  relate  its  parking  rcciuirements  to  fooor  area 
ratio,  or  to  any  other  flexible  criterion.   instead,  it 
fixed  a  minimum  required  ratio  of  one  parking  space  per 
dwelling  unit  for  every  FHA.  insured  bousing  development 
built  in  the  City,  regardless  of  the  location  of  the 
housi.ng,  its  density,  and  irrespective  of  the  age, 
income  level,  or  car  ov.'nersbip  characteristics  of  the 
residents  and  neighborhood. 


..  ■  ■  -.        •       n 
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''  .;;,.:.1AI!DAR03  OF  DO?>rx01VS  ZOl'J.V.Cr  COW, 

"   Tin;  .- 
*  «• , 

°^  )  ■■  •  i , ' ' ' ' » r-i  Code  of  the  City  of  Boston  relates  the  mini'ntei  nuraber 

fJ.t ).-,,,  h<r   spaces  required  to  the  floor  area  ratio  (total  "building 

i}K'i.1(i  '''''/lot  area).   As  distance  from  the  center  of  the  City 

P  '''  i|,  "''' >   "the  jaaxiioura  floor  area  ratio  permitted  "by  the  Zoning 

°-''  [\h  ''-"J'cases  and  parking  requirements  become  most  stringent. 

ra l-:l  ti  '  densest  residential  zone  (li-5),  the  required  parking  ■ 

_'u'  l,  i   "  only  0J1-  parking  spaces  per  dwelling  unit,  while  for 

ls  5>(|  '  '■  dense  residential  zone  (S-.3)  a  parking  ratio  of  1.0 

'•i-ed. 

Bo:;  I. 

n^v;  r,  .   Zoning  requirements  apply  uniformly  to  all  types  of 
iin;:tl( ,  'flential  construction  whether  privately  constructed  and 
ParV,  i)(  'I  Dr  IEA  insured,  The  one  exception  is  that  only  .2 
e  *■'•''. I  J  '''paces/dwelling  unit  is  required  for  housing  for  the 
^'Ui3_t  "by  the  Boston  Rousing  Authority.  : 


IV.   A' COMPARISON  OF. STAMDA3DS 

-Table  I  illustrates  the  various  parking  ratios  that 
arc  required  according  to,  the  different  standards  of 
the  local  and  national  offices  of  FHA  and  the  City 
Zoning  Ordinance.   The  bousing  developments  selected 
range  frora  high  density  intov.'n  areas  to  areas  of  lover 
density  farther .  frora  the  center  of.    the  city.   The  most 
dram a t i c  disc r e p e n c y .  occ u r s  i n ' t h e  South-Cove  w h e r e 
zoning  standards  require  .5  spaces/dv;elling  unit,  and 
the.  n  e  v*  n  a  t  i  o  n  a  1  Fl  I A  s  t  a  n  d  a  r  d  only  r  e  q  u  i  res  „ 3  s  p  a  c  e  s  / 
dwelling  unit  while " Boston  FHA-  standards  require  1.0 
spaces/dwelling  unit.   Clearly,  the  local  FHA 
standards  are  the  only  standards  uhicb   do  not 
vary  with  neighborhood  density. 


TABLE  I 


A   COMPARISON   OF   MINIMUM  PACKING   ^£yiREJ>JBY JfiAtl&KAL 

gV/i(d")  (3  j~  ho^"x;:io;  "D3\GLCj?i3f: rfs"  in  ti"city  ' 


Lngton  Par 

k's 

5Lf/iLc-   I 

:/.:-3  i 

. 

IKY    I 

■;  End's 

[j;  S'Vtj/jIS 

1    Cove's 

j'T:G 

Actual      Forner    Nat'l     New   National 
FAT?         FHA    Standard 


Boston ' s 
FHA 


iTi/i   bra  no  are      be  a  no  arcs 


Q-i-a 


.51   1,2  soaces/d.u. 


/  p 


,6! 


.67 


.0 


1  2 


l.C  . 


O.P 


0.6 


0.6 

0.6' 


0.5 


0. 


0.3 


1.0 
1.0 
1.0 


1.0 


Boston ' s 
Zoning  ' 

Standard 


0.9  (H-l) 
0.9  (H-l) 
0.9  (H-l) 


1.0        0.7  (II-2) 


0.5  (B-4) 
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cftii  o'JKe^ship  characteristics  of  boston  and  jbr  residents 


1.   Boston 's  Low  Car  Ownership  and  Heavy  Transit  Usage 

Ths  City  of  Boston  has  one  o.f  the  lowest  ratios  of 
automobiles  per  households  in  the  United  states  and 
despite  declines  in  mass  transit  usage  Boston  is  also 
one  of  the  highest  users  of  rapid  transit  araoung  all 
of  the  urban  areas  in  the  country. 


T/iBL 
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CAR    OWNERSHIP    IN  TIB   CENTRAL  CITIES   OF  TIB   TEH 
LARCSST  l^BAN  ASSAS 


.CITY      -.   ... 

New  York 

Phila  delphia 

Chicago 

Boston 

Pittsburgh 

Washington  D.C. 

Cleveland 

Detroit 

Sa n  Fr ancisco-Oa kla nd 

Los  Angeles-Long  Beach 


-   PER  CAPITA 

.230 
.  •  .253 
,265 
.260 
.269 
.286 
.313 
.315 
.346 


Source:  U.  S.  Census  i960 


Table  II  and  III  illustrates  that  of  the  ten  largest 
urban  areas  in  the  United  States  in  1960,  Boston 
rates  fourth  both  in  terns  of  low  car  ownership  and 
high  transit  usage   New  York,  Philadelphia  and  Chicago 
were  the  only  cities  ranking  higher  than  Boston  in 
these  respects. 


TABLE    III 


TRANSIT   USE    TijTtIZ^tt7£niV^Z'^1S_0?  TIIS   TEN 
""  ■  LAiiGSST   l£-?BAiTA52AS 


CITY 

New  York 

Philadelphia 

Chicago 

Boston 

Washington  D„C. 

Pittsburgh 

Cleveland 

San  Francisco-Oakland 

.  Detroit . 

vIos  Angeles-Long   Beach 


PERCENT   USING 
TRANSIT  TO  REACH  IvORK    (I960) 

45.0 

30.8 
30 . 8 
24 .  S 
23.9 
22.8 
21.8  ■ 
19.3 
13.3 
7.8 


Source:   U.S.  Census  1960 


2.  The  Relationship  of  Car  Ownership  to  D  i  s  t a  nee  f  r  on 

of  the  City 


If  one  wore  to  draw  a  line  from  the  comer  of 
Summer  and  Washington  Streets  (the  heart  of  Boston's 
downtown)  in  a  southwesterly  direction  towards  West 
Roxbury  a  strong  relationship  between  car  ownership 
and  distance  from  the  center  is  evident.   One's  common 
sense  feeling  is  validated7-~more  families  have  cars 
who  live  further  away  fro:r.  the  center  of  the  City  than 
do  those  living  in  town  (see  nap  I). 

Examining  ownership  characteristics  by  neighborhood 
there  i£,  of  course,  variations  in  the  relative  increase 
of  ownership  according  to  the  distance  from  the  center 
because  of  income ,  but  even  in  in-town  prestige  neigh- 
borhoods, 'such as  Beacon  Kill,  car  ownership  is  much 
lower  than  outlying  areas  such  ar.  Hyde  Park,  Roslindale 
or  even  Brighton  and  Dorchester. 
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BOSTON 
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T-ADLli   V 


pattern  of  car  ovji-biiship  in  boston 


%  OF  HOUSEHOLDS 

AREA       •  WITH  AUTOS'  RANK 

West  Roxbury  85.3%              1 

Hyde  Park  £0.3            .;    2 

Roslindale  •.  76.2               3 

Brighton  69.9               4 

Dorchester  66.7        .        5 

Jamaica  Plain  56.7  '   ;      .      6 

Back  Bay  .50.8                7 

CharlestoWn  47.0                8 

Beacon  Kill  46.3               9 

Bast  Boston  45.7  10 

South  Boston  43.6  11 

Roxbury-Ko.  Dorchester  40.6  12 

Back  Bay-Fens  .          30.3  13 

-  Downtown--*  -  26.0  14 

-/-South  End"   *  *               25.3' •'  15 


source:  U.  S.  Census  Tracts,  i960 

^  •   c  ar.  Off  n^L?  ^i  EJle  "  a  '"'  i  v  ^^o^Fay-i  1  v  In  c  01ns 

The  I960  census  for  Boston  clearly  shows  the  re- 
lationship between  car  ownership  and  income. 
Sixty  percent  of  those  families  with  income . below 
$4000/yea.r  did  not  own  cares,  whereas,  only  12%  of 
the  families  with  incomes  above.  $15,000  did  not  own 
cars.   (See  Table  VI). 
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^-,^_^v<w-<y^.,---^ . -south ««••'  /7///#^/^C/ 

77  s<^^r^iv>7?':25/b-  ~7  r  77877  7v 

cr-7 --Cn- ' >7 ' /^ j- --7?  -sMs*-  '■  ^^^'^^^^j\  'i t 


.  J     PROJECT  AREAS 
and  CNRP  AREAS 
WITHIN 
I     BOSTON'S 
1      DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM 

BOSTON     RCDfVItOi'MENl     AUTMOKMlr 
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5  -  Z       CAR    CWN 13JR6H 1 P  w  G>Ni  RP  ARfAS 
of  hvo£hrJ<>!$  owning  car?  00 


TABLE  V3C 


CAR    0.7;TEr:3HX?    JT-!   BOSTON    (1950) 


HOUSEHOLD 

IHCOM3     (1959) 

Under    $2,000 
2,000    -    2,999 
3 j 000    -    3,999 

, 4,000  »  4,999 
5,000  -  5,999 
6,000  -  6,999 
7,000  -  7,999 
8,000  -  9,999 
—  10,000^    14,999 

15,000   or   more 


r-  Source:   U.  S.  Census  1960 


>U3EII0LDS 

%   VJITJI 

!    KOTiB    AUTOS 

MO   AUTOS 

19.63 

80.43 

26.7 

72.4 

CO      o 

61.2 

51.0 

49.0 

64.1 

35.9 

70.0 

30.0 

74.0 

26.0 

77.5 

22.5 

83.0 

17.0    • 

87.7 

12.3 

VI  •  II 15  USE  CF    PA^TvIK?  SPACES  PROVIDED  UNDER  PggSENX 'POLICIES 

Surveys  ox  the  moderate  income  EHA  221(d)(3)  bousing 
already  constructed  indicate  a  range  from  563  of  the  parking 
spaces  orovided  were  actuallv  used  at  any  one  tine  in  a  24 
hour  period  j  in  a  .Dorchester  221(d)(3)  project  to  a  low  of 
293  in  Castle  Square.   Table  VII  below  lists  all  the  221(d)(3) 
developments  surveyed  and  the  results  at  various  times  during 
the  day.   The  surveys  were  done  on  weekdays  -  Monday,  Tuesday, 
Wednesday  and  Thursday.   Peak  parking  was  generally  found  to 
occur  between  2  A.M.  and  6  A.M. 


It 

TABUS  VII 


PARKING  USAGE  OF  BOSTON '  S  221(d)(3)  DEVELOPMENTS 

MAXIMUM  NO.        %  USAGE 
NUMBER  OF  OF  VEHICLES,  (vehicles  par  nurabe: 
DEVELOPMENTS      DWELLINGS *   ,-PARI<ED      of  dwelling  units) 

NGTON  PARK   Marksdale  I  82         40  49/5 

Marks  dale  II  84         40  :  47: 


<t 


Char lame  I  92         44  48% 

Academy  Homes  I  202         89  4455 

Westminister  Court  70         26  37% 

END   .      Castle  Square  500  146  29% 

iSTElf"       Geneva'  Avenue  60         34  '  56% 

CA  PLAIN     Forest  Hill's  108  .  57  .  53% 


*  One  space  is  normally  provided  for  each  dwelling 
Source:   Survey  conducted  by  BRA  Transportation  staff 


In  the  moderate  rental  Castle  Square  development  5  only 
29%  of  the  parking  spaces  provided  were  being  utilized 
for  occupant  parking.  This  lov:  parking  usage  in  Castle 
Square  is  probably  related  to  the  proximity  of  this 
housing  to  Boston's  downtown,  and  the  fact  that  10%  of 
the  units  are  leased  to  lov;  income  families.   The  Boston 
Housing  Authority  subsidises  these  dwellings  by  paying 
that  portion  of  the  rents  which  the  low  income  families 
cannot  afford. 


r   .<,.-^   in"   -income   public   housing  projects 
Surveys   taken   or     t^o  .  ,    „   _     ,  _. .. 


■v 


in  Boston,  Mxssxon   -  ;     households  in  Columbia  Point 
found  that  only  jL£>  £.   -   ^  ^^.^  had  caD:s 
and  20;:>  of  those  *n  i-s^  Colvimbia  Point  and  Mission 
packed  on  t.oe  su  .   -    ^6iraXy   examples  of  providing 


Hill  extensionar^-'--  Columbia"  Point  with  1504 
pvcgsc-:i|o  parkxnq  space.  .  >>^    -<-  .  ,  ,  . 

e^c"s"      nro" marking  soaces  have  been  provioea  in 
apartnenxsj  .u.-^  t^ _•■  ".  v  *  stXGet  narking  is  also  avail- 
parking  bays  ana  ^;.-    not"  exceed  154  cars  in  the 
able,  ye,  pe-k  P«  -  -   ^  ^^   on  the  street.   A  tour 
bays  and  another  .l~-    -    +         Qf  ^  da   ^  eV£ning  will 
of.  Columbia  Poxnx  at^an,   ~      ^^   ^    ^  ^ 
reveal  a  sea  ^  ^e^..   .   too..„„_th8re  is  almost  no 
virtually  engulre   by  ££*   *nds  QX  k  aMaff>  although 

:P?LS£asketb^i:  backstops  have  been  placed  in  the  parking 

..  ^  i-,o rVp-i-ball  courts, 
lots  to  serve  as  basi.cud^ 

•   •    ti-m  P-tension  the  scene  is  similar.   At  4  A.M. 
in  Mxssxon  Hill  e^-ens    ^^   ^      sents  cars  fo£ 

KS-^X  oS  S*586  households'  living  there. 

n-ni  extension  and  Columbia  Point  some 
of  the  parlced'uios  «U  abandoned  cus  „bich  needed  to  be 
to wed  away. 

T*  new  -ran-:  lv  public  housing  is  built  in  the  South  End 

"  ',  ."  m.o  nr?r  future  even  the  normal  zoning 
.as  px.rn.eo  «  the   ne.x  .u-      .spaces/dHelliRg  units 

reouirements  -tor  ui-  ei-*-1-*-'         *•         . 

will  result  in  an  excessive  number  of  parking  spaces  to 

be  built. 


VII. 


tv;o  ARGTj,-'Ss?-n:s  fo  ■  a  o:rs  to  oh3  packing  ratio 


1.   One  to  one  packing  is  designed  to  accommodate  the 

goal  that  eventually  all  households  of  the  city  will 
be.  able  to  era  at  least  one  car.   Although  this 
ownership  pattern  does  not  presently  exist,  it  is 
argued  that  it  will  be  achieved  because  of  rising 
incomes  and  higher  standards  of  living. 

When  families  become  car  owners  they  should  be 
able  to  remain  in  the  City  and  find  sufficient 
parking.   This  is  the  strongest  argument  for  pro- 
viding car  parking  facilities  in  excess  over 
present  needs,. 


TI-B   CRITICAL  QU?,ST ION.    POwPVER ?    IS   AT   WHAT   RATE 
WILL  CAR   OvVI\:-?.p.sTiI j?~  INCREASE '  ArjD    l-KXsT  MUCH  EXC'SS" ' 
Pj^Cn;G__SPACii: _ANO  JEW  WHAt'I-IANNSR  SHOULD  THISTSPACE 

bh  provided  TTi-ro  paid"~for"?       "" "' 


Further- increases  in  car  ownership  in  Boston  are 
difficult  to  predict*  .  In  certain  instances  such 
as  at  Columbia  Point  changes  cf  occupancy  in  the 
development  have  probably  resulted  in  a  decrease 
in  the  number  of  tenants  who  own  cars.  In  other 
instances  car  ownership  Kay  increase  very  slowly 
or  very  rapidly. 

Both  the  221(d)(3)  housing  and  public  housing  now 
have  stipulations  restricting  the  income  of  their 
tenancy.   Such  income  restriction  of  one  sort  or 
another  may  be  retained  for  the  40  year  mortgage 
period  of  these  developments.   While  income  limits 
may  be  periodically  raised  or  liberalized,  the  rel- 
atively low  income  of  many  residents  indicates  that 
car  ownership  in  these  developments  will  continue 
to  be  much  lower  than  in  middle  income  housino. 


2. 


Parking  to  provide  for  over f !  low  i ne e d s  of  a d ;j o i n i n g 
areas 


One  argument  for  the  one  to  one  parking  standard  has 
been  made  on  the  grounds  that  if  excess  oarkinq  5.s 
provided  in  new  developments- this  space  could  help 
alleviate  possible  parking  shortages  in  the. surrounding 


n  e  i  c  i  h  b  o  :•;  h  o  o  d , 


weakness  of  this  approach  is  that 


it  place?:  an  unfair  burden  on  new  low  and  mod: 


.ca  Y.e 


income  housinc  c 


>y 


rorcxncj  tnem  xo   v.a 


uo 


valuable  internal  open  spaces  and  to  pay  for  the  costs 
of  the  excess  parking.   Many  lower  income  neighborhoods 


also  have  anple  street  parking  for  the  needs  of  the 
existing  residents.   If  neighborhood  parking  space 
5.S  inadequate  it  can  be  provided  on  separate  parking 
lots  built  for  such  purposes  with  spaces  rented  to 
car  owners. 


£ 


VI XI  t       TI-:^  BFI^CTS  OF  }:'?-Py'£p'iJ:-2_Oyr'~l:'i    CAPAC  TT}' .  CJ\)l    PAR  KIN  3  SFAC& 

.  1«   Inefficient  atid 'unsightly  use  of  the  land  ~  inflexible 
planning 

Extensive  paved  parking  lots  cover  valuable         ;  '  ' 
areas  which  could  be  used  by  residents  for  recreation  . 
and  open  space  which  would ■ greatly  improve  the  visual 
qualities  of  the  housing.   Land  which  is  reserved  as 
open  space  can  always  be  converted  to  parking  space 
when  the  need  and  desirability  to  do  so  becoiae  apparent, 
.  The  new  national  FJ-IA  rules  suggest  just  this  procedure „ 
They  state  that  provisions  should  be  "made  for  future 
expansion  of  parking  facilities." 

2 .   I ncreas i n g  t h c  c osts  _c f  b  o  us i n q 

_  .  1       Xbe  100J-3  one  to  one  parking  requirement  is  costly. 

-- 1-  Fo-r  every  ox\   ground  parking  space  -which  is  omitted 

from  a  221(d)(3)  project s    a  savings  can  be  made  of 
$250-300  in  construction  costs  and  $2  ~  $3  per  month 
-  in  maintenance  costs „   If  it  is  necessary  in  the  future 
to  build  covered  parking  garages  rather  than  ongrade 
parking  facilities  (as  seems  likely  in  some  of  the  pro- 
posed projects  in  densely  built  neighborhoods  where  land 
is  at  a  premium)  then  each  parking  space  will  cost  app- 
roximately $1500  ~  $3000  to  build  and  $2- ■-  $3  per  month 
to  maintain.   These  costs  are  especially  significant  in 
lower  and  moderate  income  developments }    since  they  could 
raise  the  rents  beyond  the  means  of  the  people  for  whom 
this  housing  is  intended. 

It  is  unfortunate  if  the  federal  government's  aim  of 
providing  low  cost  housing  through  long  term  below 
market  interest  mortgages  and  other  techniques  is  made 
more  difficult  by  placing  the  burden  of  paying  for 
excessive  parking  space,  on' these  developments. 

If  the  costs  of  construct  inc.-  and  maintaining  narking 
.  area  :u;  low  ano  moderate  income  developments  are  paid 
for  by  the  city  the  extra  costs  of  excessive  parking 
are  txc\noxcx>:c<5   to  the  city  and  in  turn  borne"  by  the 
taxoaver . 


-/' 


3„-   Poor  urban  fes:'.rn 

Within  the  inner: -city ,  a  majority  of  the  residential 
areas  (South  End,  Back  Bay,  Fenway,  Beacon  Il5.il) 
have  a  distinct  and  consistent  architectural  character. 
This  character  establishes  a  strong  and  coherent  urban 
development  of  four  and  five  story  row-bouses  at  high 
density.   One  goal  of  renewal  in  Boston  is  the  pre- 
servation of  this  pattern  of  development;,  with  its 
specific  requirements  of  density  and  form  to  make  new 
const ruction  compatible  with  units  to  be  rehabilitated. 
.A  fixed  ratio  ox   one  parking;  space  for  every  dwelling 
unit  for  new  construction  which  uses  exposed  surface 
lots,  makes  it  impossible  to  achieve  the  required  den- 
sity of  development  without  giving  over  almost  all 
open  space  on  the  site  to  cars.   This  solution  elimin- 
ates adequate  landscaped  open  space  for  needed  play 
areas f  sitting  areas  or  space  for  visual  enjoyment. 

JV"recent  architectural  submission  for  South  End  site 
RC-5  by   Sertj  Jackson  &  Associates  illustrates  this 
problem.   Site  B.C-5  is  a  typical  inner  City  site  with 
typical  requirements.   Scheme  "A"  .shows  that  lOO.o 
parking  eliminates  almost  all  usable  open  space. 

Another  example  of  10073  parking  with  South  End  density 
development  is  site  H-34,  a  large  site  with  requirements 
for  street  facing  architecture  at  40  units/acres:   This 
study  shows  that  100;.:  parking  leaves  no  usable  open  space 
in  the  site  interior. 

~«   Sop-  oossible  alternatives 

a)  The  number  of  units  on  the  site  could  be  reduced 
to  accommodate  the  number  of  parking  spaces  that 
can  be  comfortably  placed  on  the  site  while  leaving 
adequate  landscaped  open  space..   However,  reducing 

tthe  number  of  units  below  that  of  existing  develop- 
ment would  destroy  continuity  between  new  and  old. 
This  alternative  would  also  make  reuse  of  the  site 
less*  productive  by  reducing  the  number  of  new  housing 
units, 

b)  Tower  structures  could  be  used  which  leaves  more 
open  space.   However,  towers  arc  more  expensive 
than  walku.p  development.   This  alternative  would 
effectively  raise  rents  beyond  the  means  ox    the 
moderate  income  housing  market.   Towers  are  also 
generally  uv; sympathetic  in  scale  and  form  for  most 
inner-city  residential  areas  and  unsuited  for  family 
living. 
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PROPOSED:   That  Section  23-1  of  the  Boston  Zoning  and 
„  Enabling  Act  (adopted  March  29,  1963)  bo 
amended  by  making  the  following  addition  to 
the  table }  therein,  and  adding  the  following: 

(The  table  in  Section  23-1  on  top  of  page  58 
of  the  Zoning  Co"de  shall  read  as  follows:) 


FOR  EACH  DUELLING  UNIT 
THE  MAXIMUM  FLOOR       FOR  EACH  DUELLING     OF  FHA  221(d)(3)  OR  202 
EA  RATIO  SPECIFIED       UNIT*  THESE  SHALL  :   MODERATE  INCOME  HOUSING 
'  TABLE  B  OF  SECTION      BE  PROVIDED  AT        THESE  SHALL  BE  PROVIDED 
-1  FOR  THE  LOT  IS:       LEAST:  AT  LEAS! : 


0.3  or  0,5                1.0  space  0.8  space 

0.8  or  1,0                0.9  space  0.7  space 

..  ,       0.7  space    ,   .0.5  space 

0.6  space  0.4  space 

0.5  space  0. h   space 

0.4  space  0. h   space 


"Low  income  family  public  housing,  or  housing  developments 
which  are  100J3  rent  subsidized  or  leased  for  low  income 
occupancy  shall  not  be  required  to  provide  parking  for 
more  than  0.4  spaces/dwelling  unit.   However,  site  space 
must  be  sufficient  for  the  expansion  of  parking  areas  to 
normal  standards  in  the  event  that  the  low  income  character 
of  the  housing  is  terminated." 
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The  proposed  221(d)(3)  standard  is  less  restric- 
tive than  that  or  the  Boston  Code  because  of  the 
lower  income  and,  consequently,  lower  cor  owner- 
ship of  the  residents  of  221(d)(3)  housing. 

The  Boston  Zoning  Code  should  be  amended  to  re- 
quire a  parking  standard  of  not  more  than  .4 
spaces/dwelling  unit  for  low  income  family,  public 
housing  developments,  or  for  housing  developments 
which  are  10055  rent  subsided  or  leased  for  low 
income  occupancy. 


IX.   'RECOMS-SESDATIOKS 


In  view  of  the  overwhelming  evidence  in  this  report  that  the 
present  Boston  FliA  one  to  one  parking  standard  is  requiring 
excessive  parking  space  over  current  needs;  in  vie;/  of  the  3.ow 
parking  needs  of  family  public  housing,  leased  housing  and 
rent  supplemented  housing;  in  viev?  of  the  disparities  "between  the 
rigid  Boston  FIT.A  standards  and  the  more  flexible  standards  of  the 
National  FNA  and  those  of  the  City  of  Boston  which  relate  to 
intensify  of  land  use;  in  viev  of  the  extra  costs  engendered  by 
present  parking  policies  and  the  unsightliness  of  unused  black 
top;  in  vie-.-;  of  the  close'  relationship  of  car  ownership  and 
parking  needs  to  the  income  and  the  location  of  the  housing, 
the  following  revised  residential  parking  program  is  proposed: 


of  the  FHA  should  revise  its  stand- 
ards for  22l(d)3  housing  to  conform  to  those  of  the 
^national  office.  In  this  manner  parking  requirements 
.  will  more  closely  reflect  the  intensity  of  land  use  and 
the  character  of  the  neighborhood  in -which  the  houisng 
is  built.  FNA  should  insist,  however,  that  sufficient 
open  space  be  set  aside,  which  could  provide  room  for 
construction  of  additional  parking  up  to  one  space  per 
dwelling  unit.   In  all  cases  the  feasibility  of  future 
expansion  to  the  one  to  one  standard  would  have  to  be 
clearly  demonstrated. 

2..  The  Boston  Zoning  Code  should  be  amended  to  allow  22l(d)3 
housing  to  be  built  with  parking  provided  less  than 
current  city  zoning  requirements  as  shown  on  the  following 
chart: 


FAR'S  OF  EXISTING  RESIDENTIAL. 

BOSTON'S  PARKING  RECJIENSIZCS  •  PROPOSED    22l(d)3 

ZONING  DISTRICT  FOR  EACH  DNEIL1NG  UNIT  .    PARKIEG  REQUIREMENT 

0.3  or  0.5  >           1.0 'space  .         0.8 

..8  or  1.0  0.9  space  ■"  .      0.7 

2.0  0.7  sapce   ■  0.5 

3.0  0.6  space  O.h 

h.O  0.5  space  *0.H 

5.0  O.'i  space  0J.L 
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c.)   Underground,  under-building,  or  cvLlicx. multi- 
level parking  solut.iens  could  be  used  which 
leaves  more  open  space  while  maintaining  100  ;'S 
narking.   However,  this  c::-ponsc   cannot  be 
.financed  under  the  221(d)(3)  program  at  the 
present  tine.   Commercial  or  other  par  king -for  •- 
fec  garages  on  (d)(3)  sites  (to  technically  ful- 
fill the  ICO, 3  requirement)'  would  have  no  narket 
in  most  moderate -income  neighborhoods,  unless 
commercial  activity,  such  as  in  Castle  Square, 
generated  a  narket  sufficient  to  support  the 
gar ape, 

d)   Reduce  the  parking  requirement  from  a  one  to  one 
ratio  to  some  lower  figure  representing  current 
ownership  patterns  and  zoning  code  requirement. 
For  example,  this  would  "be  ///I  for  the  South  End, 
At  some  future  time,  if  car  ownership  in  the  inner 
city  increases,  existing  parking  areas  could  be 

*""'  extended. 


Reduction  of  the  one  to'  one  parking  requirements 
appears  to  be  the  only  reasonable  solution  to 
the  prog ran  at  this  time  and  is  certainly  the 
only  solution  that  is  sympathetic  to  the  environ- 
mental needs  of  urban  housing  "in  the  inner -city. 
This  solution  is  illustrated  by  Scheme  "B"  for 
Parcel  T.C-5,   which  with  70,3  parking  is  a  balanced 
solution  with  adequate  open  space  and  oarkinr;, 
as  opposed  to  Scheme  "Al!  which  requires  one  space 
for  each  unit* 

If  the  city  is  serious  about  renewing  old  neigh- 
borhoods without  destroying  their  unioue  character 
parking  policies  must  be  adopted  which  are  realistic 
and  which  avoid  arbitrary  rules  that  v,cre  intended 
for  suburbs  with  much  lower  densities  than  arc  found 
in  tii a  inner -citv. 
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